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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

6-12 under 35 USC 102(b) over Matzinger 

Claims discussed: 
6-12 



Prior art documents discussed: 
Matzinger (5,780,304) 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 



Part III. 

^ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 



/Jill Warden/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1797 

(Applicant/Applicant's Representative Signature - if appropriate) 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Examiner 
discussed with Applicant's representative amending the apparatus claims so as to have the calculator and the 
controller "configured to" carry out the recited functions so as to establish patentable weight to the particular processes 
carried out by the calculator and controller. Examiner discussed that while the prior art of Matzinger was capable of 
such functionalities, the prior art of Matzinger did not anticipate a calculator or controller that actually carried out the 
recited functionalities as would be necessary given adoption of the "configured to" language. Examiner asserted that 
with such amendments, all of the remaining claims (1-4 and 6-12) would be in allowable form. Applicant's 
representative agreed to entry of the amendments by way of an Examiner's Amendment. 



